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ABSTRACT 
  
Over the last decade great efforts have been put into policies and programmess aimed at the production 
processes. However, in recent decades the importance of the consumption perspective has been highlighted as 
high levels of consumption threaten the quality of the environment and the sustainable development processes. 
This research focuses on the history or evolution of human resource management development. Its changing 
phase over time and the extent to which new dimensions and knowledge can be harnessed and optimised for 
professional use. This research analyses the values impact on environmentally friendly behaviour based on 
Goal Framing theory. We noted that people with stronger self-enhancement value orientation, who are guided 
by hedonic and gain goals, do not behave in order to save environmental resources, perhaps because it is 
inconvenient and unpleasant. 
 
 
Keywords: financial Innovation, production, process 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Over the last decade great efforts have been put 
into policies and programmess aimed at the 
production processes. However, in recent decades the 
importance of the consumption perspective has been 
highlighted as high levels of consumption threaten 
the quality of the environment and the sustainable 
development processes (Tukker, Jansen, 2006; 
Chitnis, Hunt, 2012, Tukker et al, 2010, Liu et al., 
2010). While seeking sustainable consumption, 
which aims to achieve that the growth of goods and 
services consumption should not worsen 
environmental quality, the most important element is 
to promote more environmentally friendly behaviour.  
The study of environmentally friendly 
behaviour and its determinants is well documented. 
Moreover, the Values-Beliefs-Norms (VBN) model 
is the most popular one for the investigation of 
environmental behaviour determinants. This model 
was described by P. Stern (2000). The researcher 
proposed that behavioural friendliness towards the 
environment depends on values, which influence 
attitudes towards the  
 
 
 
 
 
environment. It influences the awareness of 
behavioural consequences, the ascription of 
responsibility and, thereby, pro-environmental 
actions. However, in this study through using the 
Goal Framing  model is a new approach.  
Firstly, in this research the analysis of values 
impact on environmentally friendly behaviour was 
based on Goal Framing theory. Moreover, regarding 
the perception of values influence and environmental 
problems (Steg et al, 2014), which in general is 
partially analysed, this study encompasses the impact 
of this variable on behaviour and how it is related to 
the awareness of consequences and the assumption of 
responsibility as well. Additionally, in this study 
through analysing the determinants of 
environmentally friendly behaviour contrary to VBN 
theory, the path model was not applied but the 
general causal model instead. It included socio-
demographic variables, values orientations, 
environmental problem perception, and the 
awareness of behavioural consequences and the 
assumption of responsibility.  
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Applying this model in which man as a whole 
unit was considered, all factors such as values, 
perception of environmental problems and behaviour 
are related; the determinants which influence 
environmentally friendly behaviour directly were 
evaluated. 
Therefore, this paper is organized as follows: 
section 2 briefly reviews the literature on Goal 
Framing theory, impacts of values, environmental 
problem perception, the awareness of behavioural 
consequences and the assumption of responsibility 
for environmental behaviour, as well as 
environmental friendly behaviour barriers. Section 3 
explains survey methods, questionnaire scales and 
the proposed model. The results are presented in 
section 4. The discussion and policy implications are 
to be found in section 5. And section 6 produces the 
main conclusions. 
 
Literature Review 
 Goal Framing theory and impact of values on 
environmentally friendly behaviour 
The concept of values is not new to the field of 
environmental psychology, as most studies have been 
conducted referring to VBN theory. According to this 
theory, a majority of research work declared that 
values, particularly biospheric, determined 
environmental attitude (Hansla et al., 2008, Stern et 
al, 1993, 1995, Lee, 2011, Lopez-Mosquera, Sancher, 
2012, Papagiannakis, Lioukas, 2012, van Riper, Kyle, 
2014). Thus values help to shape the judgments 
people make about the world around them. Also, 
values organize the guiding principles in life and 
determinants of attitudes. Thereby values mostly 
influence behaviour via behaviour-specific beliefs, 
attitudes, and norms (De Groot, Steg, Dicke, 2008; 
Gärling et al., 2003; Jakovcevic & Steg, 2013; 
Nilsson et al., 2004; Poortinga, Steg, Vlek, 2004; Lee, 
2011, Stern, Dietz,1994; Stern et al.,1995, Ives, 
Kendal, 2014; Steg, De Groot, 2012, van der Werff 
et al, 2013) However, other authors have declared 
that values have direct effects on behaviour (Stern et 
al, 1995). Moreover, values act as filters or 
amplifiers with regard to information about threats to 
objects of value (Slimak, Dietz, 2006; Brunso et al, 
2004). 
Furthermore, value orientation is mostly 
related to Goal Framing theory, which stated that 
behaviour is determined by prevailing goals (or 
motivations) (Lindenberg, Steg, 2007, Lindenberg, 
Steg, 2013, Steg et al, 2014). Other authors also 
defined values as desirable goals that serve as 
guiding principles in one’s life (Brunso et al, 2004, 
Schwartz, 1992; van der Werff et al, 2013). 
Additionally, values reflect overarching goals which 
people find the most important in life in general.  
Meanwhile goals per se reflect what motivates 
people in a given situation, which depends not only 
on their values but also on situational cues 
(Lindenberg, Steg, 2007, Lindenberg, Steg, 2013, 
Steg et al, 2014). . 
Goal Framing theory states that there are three 
different types of goals, which govern environmental 
behaviour in a given situation: hedonic goals, gain 
goals, and normative goals. Hedonic goals lead 
individuals to focus on ways to improve their 
feelings of pleasure or seeking excitement, alongside 
avoiding any effort. Thereby, people with hedonic 
goals may be motivated to engage in environmental 
friendly behaviour, because it is enjoyable and 
pleasurable. Gain goals mainly prompt the seeking of 
material benefit, for example, to save money. 
Normative goals lead people to behave on the 
appropriateness of actions and it makes them 
especially sensitive to what people think they ought 
to do. In other words, people may be motivated to 
engage in environmental friendly behaviour because 
they think protecting the environment is the right 
thing to do (Lindenberg, Steg, 2007, Lindenberg, 
Steg, 2013; Steg et al, 2014).  
Meanwhile, according to the greatly used three 
value orientations (egoist, altruist and biospheric) in 
the research work of environmental psychology 
(Stern et al., 1999; Stern, De Groot & Steg, 2007, 
2008; Steg, De Groot, Dreijerink, Abrahamse, & 
Siero, 2011; Steg et al., 2005; Steg et al 2014), 
egoistic values influence the chronic accessibility of 
gain goals and make a person focus on safeguarding 
or increasing his or her resources. Altruistic values 
reflect a key concern with the welfare of others and 
biospheric values follow a key concern with nature 
and the environment for its own sake (De Groot & 
Steg, 2007, 2008; Steg, De Groot, Dreijerink, 
Abrahamse, & Siero, 2011; Steg et al., 2005; Stern et 
al, 2014, Hurst et al, 2013). Both latter groups of 
values affect the chronic accessibility of normative 
goals in a given situation  
Taking into account that researchers have 
found strong links between biopheric and altruistic 
environmental values, (De Groot, Steg, 2007; 
Nordlund, Garvill, 2002; Stern & Dietz, 1994; 
Swami et al 2010; Hurst et al, 2013) past empirical 
findings have supported a two-dimensional structure 
of values. In this light, biospheric-altruistic values 
fall into a higher order category of self transcendence 
values, reflecting a key concern with collective 
interests (Dietz, Fitzgerald, & Shwom, 2005; Steg & 
De Groot, 2012, Steg et al, 2014). Meanwhile, 
egoistic values are encompassed by a broader 
category of self-enhancement values, reflecting a key 
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concern with one’s individual interests. Thus people 
with self-enhancement values are guided by hedonic 
and gain goals, while people who are characterized 
with self-transcendence values are led more by 
normative goals (Steg, Perlaviciute, Van derWerff, 
Lurvink, 2014, Steg et al, 2014).  
L. Steg and colleagues (2014) stated that the 
most important element in seeking pro-
environmental behaviour is to strengthen normative 
goals. Moreover, other authors have also found that 
normative considerations, which are related with 
self-transcendence values, promote pro-
environmental actions (Aquino et al, 2009; 
Lindenberg, Steg, 2007; Schultz & Zelezny, 1998; 
Thogersen, Olande, 2002). Brown and Kasser (2005) 
also argue that people who hold that family and 
community are very important are also likely to 
engage in less harmful environmental behaviour.  
However, researchers have found that 
individuals can strongly value nature and  the 
environment, but do not see themselves as people 
who act pro-environmentally (Gössling et al., 2009, 
Lorenzoni et al., 2007; Miller et al., 2010, Juvan, 
Dolnicae, 2014, Van der Werff et al., 2013). This gap 
could occur because people do not acknowledge 
environmental problems (Gössling et al., 2009; 
Lorenzoni et al., 2007, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014) or 
because they do not believe that these problems 
could or should be mitigated via individual actions 
(Van der Werff et al., 2013, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014), 
and thus deny or displace individual responsibility 
(Gössling et al., 2009, Lorenzoni et al., 2007; Miller 
et al., 2010, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014). Therefore, it is 
very important to evaluate the impact of 
environmental problem perception, the awareness of 
consequences and willingness to assume 
responsibility as the main determinants of 
environmentally friendly behaviour. Moreover, 
analysing values researchers found that values affect 
the strength of goals in a particular situation, thereby 
influencing the perceived importance of 
environmental issues, the different consequences of 
behavioural options as well as the perceived 
likelihood of these consequences (De Groot et al., 
2013; Verplanken, Holland, 2002, Steg et al, 2014). 
 
Impact of environmental problem perception, 
awareness of behavioural consequences and 
willingness to assume responsibility on 
environmentally friendly behaviour 
In the vastly used VBN theory most studies of 
environmentally friendly behaviour determinants 
encompassed the environmental concern variable, 
which has been defined as environmental attitude, 
and measured referring to the New Environmental 
Paradigm (NEP) scale (Dunlap et al., 2000). Inherent 
to the idea of NEP are consumers' recognition of 
their role in relation to nature, reciprocal threats from 
environmental deterioration, ecological limits, 
imbalances in nature, and ecological catastrophes 
(Abdul-Muhmin, 2007; Dunlap et al, 2000; 
Fernández-Manzanal et al., 2007; Robinot & 
Giannelloni, 2009; Martin, Bateman, 2014, van Riper, 
Kyle, 2014, van der Werff et al, 2013, Slimak, Dietz, 
2006).  
These researchers revealed that individuals 
who demonstrate strong environmental concern are 
more likely to undertake waste recycling, green 
purchasing behaviour and lower energy consumption 
(Lin, Huang, 2012, Baumann et al., 2002; Tseng, 
Hung, 2013, Sapci, Considine, 2014). The 
justification for this is that consumers who support 
this aspect of environmental concern are willing to 
behave in a more environmentally friendly way in 
order to help environmental protection (Roberts, 
Bacon, 1997). However, other reviews of the 
literature on the relationship between concerns and 
behaviour illustrated a weak relationship (Mostafa, 
2007, Zhao, 2014, Alwitt and Pitts, 1996; Bamberg, 
2003; Tseng, Hung, 2013). 
However, it is proposed that, instead of 
environmental concern, or environmental knowledge 
and consciousness about important environmental 
issues which may lead to environmentally 
responsible behaviour (Casey & Scott, 2006; Fraj & 
Martinez, 2006; Martin, Bateman, 2014, Kollmuss, 
Agyeman, 2002; Bamberg, Möser, 2007 Zsoka et al, 
2013), the environmental problem perception 
variable is included, which in the environmental 
psychology literature is only  partially analysed. 
Thereby the latter determinants precisely reflect 
environmental threats, which are determined by 
people’s behaviour. Thus environmental problem 
perception could motivate people to behave in a more 
environmentally friendly way in order to contribute 
to the mitigation or reduction of environmental 
problems. However, a gap can occur between 
environmental problem perception and behaviour 
because some people believe that technological 
solutions will solve environmental problems (van der 
Werff et al, 2013, Gössling, et al, 2009; Lorenzoni et 
al., 2007, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014, Zsoka et al, 2013). 
Therefore, the awareness of behavioural 
consequences and the assumption of responsibility 
are very important. 
The awareness of consequences, according to 
VBN theory, is a necessary prerequisite for the 
assumption of responsibility (De Groot, Steg, 2007; 
Poortinga et al., 2004; Hansla et al., 2008, Steng et 
al., 2014). Moreover, higher problem awareness is 
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also associated with higher outcome efficacy (De 
Groot & Steg, 2009; Gärling et al., 2003; Steg & De 
Groot, 2010; Steg et al., 2005). Additionally, growth 
of the responsibility perception significantly 
increases people’s readiness to more environmentally 
friendly behaviour (Liu et al., 2010, Wang et al, 2014, 
Lopez-Mosquera, Sanchez, 2012). Therefore people 
for whom environmental problems are very 
important, who relate them to their behaviour and 
take responsibility to solve these problems, should 
behave in a more environmentally friendly way. 
 
Environmentally friendly behaviour barriers 
When analysing the determinants of 
environmentally friendly behaviour, it is very 
important to consider barriers, which can be an 
obstacle to certain behaviour and cause a gap 
between attitude and behaviour. One of these barriers 
is ingrained habits which are very difficult to change 
(Wang et al, 2014, Wolters, 2013). Therefore, much 
of the prior environmental research on the theory of 
reasoned action and planned behaviour shows that 
there is a gap between environmental beliefs and 
actions which is caused by the great difficulty of 
changing habits (Ozaki, 2011, Gadenne et al, 2011, 
Pickett-Baker, Ozaki, 2008; Zhao, 2014) 
Furthermore, economic reasons, particularly 
for green purchases, are very important. Those 
people whose incomes are rather low cannot afford to 
buy these products. Therefore income, in general, 
tends to play a decisive role (Lopez-Mosquera, 
Sanchez, 2012). Thereby initial cost have been 
identified as an environmental barrier in a number of 
studies (Gardner, Stern, 2008; Jager, 2006; Lane, 
Potter, 2007; Niemeyer, 2010; Ozaki, 2011; 
Vermillion, Peart, 2010; Gadenne et al, 2011, 
Lukman, 2013; Zhao, 2014). Moreover, pro-
environmental values do not match up with the green 
behaviour of consumers because many green 
products in the marketplace do not meet their 
expectations (Rex and Baumann, 2007, Tseng, Hung, 
2013) or have poor brand image (Lane and Potter, 
2007, Gadenne et al, 2011) 
Also, in order to behave in a more 
environmentally friendly way it is important to have 
the abilities to do so, for example, to have access to a 
green product supply (Sapci, Considine, 2014, Wang 
et al, 2014; Wolters, 2013, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014). 
Moreover, other authors found that people do not 
save energy, water, or change behaviour because 
they are busy and have no time to put any concrete 
efforts into acting in a more environmentally friendly 
way (Valkila, Saari, 2013, Wolters, 2013, Niemeyer, 
2010, Gadenne et al, 2011, Lorenzoni et al., 2007, 
Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014). Additionally, it is very 
important to have enough knowledge and 
information about environmental problems, 
behavioural consequences and modes on how to 
behave in a more environmentally friendly way 
(Kollmuss, Agyeman, 2002; Bamberg, Möser, 2007; 
Zsoka et al, 2013; Salmela, Varho, 2006, Young et 
al., 2010, Gadenne et al, 2011, Juvan, Dolnicae, 2014, 
Sapci, Considine, 2014, Mostafa, 2007; Haron et al., 
2005; Zhao, 2014, Flamm, 2009; Tanner, Kast, 2003; 
Tseng, Hung, 2013). 
 
Method 
Survey samples characteristics 
In order to ascertain the impact of Lithuanian 
citizens’ values, environmental problem perception, 
the awareness of behavioural consequences and the 
assumption of responsibility on environmentally 
friendly behaviour, a representative survey was 
conducted between 8
th
 and 17
th
 April 2011. During 
the survey 1011 citizens of Lithuania were 
questioned face-to-face. Citizens between 15-74 
years old were chosen as the target group. 
Interviewees were selected using the quota sampling 
method based on gender and age in proportion to the 
size of Lithuanian population. 47% of respondents 
were males and 53%  females. Regarding the age 
structure, 22% of respondents were 15-24 years old, 
17% - 25-34 years old, 17% - 35-44 years old, 13% - 
55-64 years old and 14% - 65-74 years old. The 
sample size included a sampling error of 3% at the 
significance level of 95%. Answers to questions 
consisted of a quadric-score system ranging from 1 
(absolutely irrelevant, do not agree absolutely) to 4 
(very important, agree absolutely). 
Questionnaire scales 
S. H. Schwastz (1992a) factor analysis for 
value classification was applied in this study, which 
helped to simplify the inter-relationship complexity 
among variables when identifying common factors. 
Thus it allowed a deeper view into the fundamental 
data structure, where two-dimensional structure of 
values are separated and named as self-transcendence 
and self-enhancement. The modified (rotated) 
weights (correlations) of dependant factors’ items are 
presented in Table 1. the first factor (self 
enhancement value) explained 30 % of variance and 
this internal consistency of scale is rather large 
(Cronbach’s α = 0.72). Meanwhile, the second factor 
(self-transcendence value) explained 16 % of 
variance with Cronbach’s α equal to 0.68. 
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The second scale of this survey reveals the 
perception of environmental problems (Fig. 1). This 
scale encompasses local environmental problems 
such as, water or air pollution; and global ones such 
as, resource depletion or climate change.  
 
Insert Figure 1 
 The importance of the main environmental problems 
 
Insert Figure 2 
The frequency of environmental friendly behaviour 
 
The third scale of this survey reveals the level of 
environmentally friendly behaviour. This scale was 
constituted regarding environmentally friendly 
habits, purchasing decisions and recycling behaviour. 
The full scale of environmentally friendly behaviour 
is presented in Figure 2.  
 
Proposed Model of Statistical Analysis  
In order to evaluate determinants of 
environmental behaviour, in the causal model of 
environmentally friendly behaviour socio-
demographic variables (gender, age education, and 
income), values, environmental problem perception, 
the awareness of behavioural consequences and the 
assumption of responsibility are included. The model 
was estimated using ordinary least squares 
regression. This method helped to evaluate variables 
which influence environmental behaviour directly.   
Probability plots of regression residuals were 
used to test the normality and VIF statistics - to 
check for colinearity. These diagnostics did not 
reveal any problems with the suitability of the model. 
Thus unstandardized regression coefficients (B) and t 
values showed which factors determine 
environmentally friendly behaviour directly and 
which have the greatest influence.  
 
Results: 
Descriptive analysis 
While analysing the environmentally friendly 
behaviour of Lithuanian citizens, at first personal 
values were assessed. As the results revealed (Figure 
3), citizens hold family wealth in the first place by 
value of importance (the average of replies was 3.89). 
Material wealth (reply average 3.68) and clean 
environment (reply average 3.64) were attributed to 
the most important values as well. 70.4% of 
respondents stated that a clean environment is very 
important, 24.1% - moderately important, 4.6% - of 
less importance, 1% - not important.  
Therefore, these results reveal that a clean 
environment is one of the most important values for 
Lithuanian citizens. Applying correlation analysis 
(Kendalls’ tau_b ((τb) regarding other values, it was 
assessed that a clean environment was more 
important to those respondents to whom the wealth 
of all people (τb=0.44, p<0.05), family wealth 
(τb=0.3, p<0.05), and thrift (τb=0.27, p<0.05) were 
also important. These results displayed that people to 
whom other people are important perceived a clean 
environment as also important as it is one of the 
conditions to secure other people’s wellbeing.  
Meanwhile, our survey revealed that thrift, 
traditionalism, wealth of all people, individual work 
and a varied and exciting life was moderately  
Moreover, analysing to whom people attribute 
responsibility for solutions of environmental 
problems, Fig. 5 shows that solutions for the above 
mentioned problems were mostly inclined to attribute 
to industry and governmental institutions by 
consumers. However, only less than one third of 
respondents (27.2%) agreed absolutely with the 
statement that they themselves should solve 
environmental problems. Also, these results revealed 
that those citizens who think that their behaviour 
contributes to environmental problems were more 
inclined to attribute solutions of environmental 
problems to themselves (τb=0.34, p <0.05) than to 
governmental institutions (τb= 0.18, p<0.05) or 
industry (τb= 0.07, p<0.05).  
 
Performing analysis on people’s behaviour 
further, Fig. 2 presents results that revealed that 
Lithuanian citizens were frequently inclined to save 
water as well as rather often to switch off lights when 
leaving a room and use energy-saving light bulbs. 
Meanwhile the most problematic is the consumption 
of environmentally friendly food and other household 
goods which are rather expensive and the supply is 
rather low in Lithuania. Finally, evaluating 
Lithuanians' environmental behaviour frequency, we 
estimated that the mean score was 2.52 (S.D. = 0.54). 
This means that behaviour of Lithuanian citizens is 
moderately environmentally friendly. 
 
Impact of values on environmentally friendly 
behaviour  
Considering that different values guide people 
by different goals, according to the literature it is 
considered that people with self-enhancement values 
are guided by hedonic and gain goals, meanwhile 
people for whom self-transcendence values are 
attributed follow normative goals (Steg, Perlaviciute, 
Van der Werff, Lurvink, 2014, Stern et al, 2014). 
Therefore analysing these values impact on 
environmentally friendly behaviour it was found that 
self-transcendence value orientation influences all 
environmentally friendly behaviour (correlation is 
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positive and significant). Thereby people who hold 
that others and the environment are important and 
theoretically are guided by normative goals, behave 
in a more environmentally friendly way. Particularly 
the largest coefficient of correlation was observed 
between self-transcendence values and the behaviour 
of “use energy saving light bulbs”, “bring own bag 
when going shopping” and “sort waste”.  
 
 
Table 3. Correlation between value orientations and 
environmentally friendly behaviour 
* p<0.005 
 
Meanwhile, analysing the correlation between 
self-enhancement value orientation and 
environmental friendly behaviour, insignificant 
correlation was observed for “wash clothes only 
when the washing machine is full“ and “turn off the 
tap while brushing your teeth“. Moreover the 
negative coefficient of correlation was found for 
“bring own bag when going shopping“, and “switch 
off lights when leaving a room for a short time”. 
Therefore people who are self-enhancement and 
guided by more hedonistic goals do not behave to 
save environmental resources. However, they are 
more inclined to buy environmentally friendly food 
and household goods than people with more self-
transcendence value orientation.  
Additionally, considering that values affect the 
strength of goals that not only guide attention but 
also affect how individuals evaluate the likelihood of 
different consequences of behavioral options (De 
Groot et al., 2013; Verplanken, Holland, 2002, Steg 
et al, 2014), people with stronger self-transcendence 
value orientation care about environmental problems, 
intend to take responsibility and behave in an 
environmentally friendly way more than people 
attributed to self-enhancement value orientation. At 
the same time self-enhancement value orientation 
was more related to the awareness of consequences 
(Table 4). 
 
Determinants of environmentally friendly 
behaviour 
Analysing the main determinants of 
environmental friendly behaviour and considering 
the correlation matrix, it was evaluated that a 
correlation exists between all the variables, which 
means that all determinants are related, except for the 
awareness of behaviour consequences and 
environmental friendly behaviour. Therefore a gap 
between awareness of behavioural consequences and 
behaviour was observed. This gap conveys that 
respondents do not give particular behaviour, such 
as, to sort waste or turn off the tap while brushing 
your teeth, prominence and did not understand or 
could not afford to behave in a more environmentally 
friendly way. Meanwhile the largest correlation 
coefficient was observed between the awareness of 
behavioural consequences and the assumption of 
responsibility.  
 
Table 4. Correlation matrix 
 Environmen
tal problem 
perception 
Awareness 
of 
behaviour 
consequen
ces 
Assumptio
n of 
responsibil
ity 
Environmen
tal friendly 
behaviour 
Self-
enhanceme
nt 
0.23* 0.12* 0.16* 0.1* 
Self-
transcenden
ce 
0.39* 0.08* 0.19* 0.28* 
Environmen
tal problem 
perception 
 0.26* 0.32* 0.28* 
Awareness 
of 
behaviour 
consequenc
es 
  0.38* 0.06 
Assumption 
of 
responsibilit
y 
   0.17* 
 
In order to evaluate the main determinants of 
environmentally friendly behaviour multiple 
regression analysis was used. The model 
encompasses all socio-demographic variables 
(income, education, gender and age), also 
environmental problem perception, the awareness of 
behaviour consequences, the assumption of 
responsibility and both value orientations (self-
enhancement and self-transcendence values), 
considering that those two value orientations at a 
different level exist in people. Therefore this model 
takes into account a person as a general unit. 
According to the model’s summary, model 
explanatory variables account for 16.8 % of the 
variance.  
As indicated by the regression analysis of 
environmentally friendly behaviour (Table 5), the 
most important determinant was observed as self-
transcendence value orientation. Meanwhile, self-
enhancement value orientation in this model has an 
insignificant influence. Environmental problem 
perception is the second determinant, which 
contributes to more environmentally friendly 
behaviour. Furthermore, the weakest impact on 
environmentally friendly behaviour was observed in 
the assumption of responsibility. Only the awareness 
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of behavioural consequences had an insignificant 
impact in this model, which means that the latter 
variable does not have a direct impact on 
environmentally friendly behaviour. 
 
Insert Table 5. 
Regression results of environmental friendly 
behaviour 
 
According to socio-demographic variables, the 
most import variable is gender. Therefore these 
results confirmed again that women are more 
environmentally friendly (Stern, Dietz, 1993, Gilg et 
al. 2005, Gilg, Barr, 2006, Zhao, et al, 2014). 
Moreover, it was evaluated that more educated and 
older people are more environmentally friendly. 
These results were also confirmed by A. Gilg et al. 
(2005), A. Gilg and S. Barr (2006), L. Nistor (2008), 
H-h Zhao, (2014). In this model among socio-
demographic variables only income had an 
insignificant influence. 
 
Discussion and policy recommendations 
Analysing the impact of values on 
environmental behaviour this study tries to explicitly 
reveal value orientations, which are related to 
particular goals, and their impact on separate 
environmentally friendly behaviour. This study 
shows that self-transcendence value orientation 
influences all environmentally friendly behaviour 
and according to Goal Framing theory it can be 
related to the fact that people are motivated to behave 
in an environmentally friendly way because they 
think that protecting the environment is the right 
thing to do (Lindenberg, Steg, 2007, Lindenberg, 
Steg, 2013; Steg et al, 2014). Furthermore, our study 
reveals that people with more self-transcendence 
value orientation, for which other peoples’ wellbeing 
is the most important, are more sensitive to 
environmental problems and more responsible for 
their own actions, rather than people with stronger 
self-enhancement value orientation. 
Meanwhile people characterized by self-
enhancement value orientation, for whom authority, 
career, a varied life and material wellbeing are of the 
greatest importance do not behave in order to save 
environmental resources, perhaps because it is 
inconvenient and unpleasant. However, they are 
more inclined to buy environmentally friendly goods. 
This is related to the fact that these people are richer 
and can afford to buy green products. Moreover, 
buying environmental friendly products can enhance 
their status, which means that this environmental 
friendly behaviour supports gain goals (Lindenberg, 
Steg, 2007, Lindenberg, Steg, 2013; Steg et al, 2014).  
Additionally, considering that people are the 
whole unit whose actions make all the value 
orientations and applying the causal model it was 
evaluated that self-transcendence value orientation 
determines general environmentally friendly 
behaviour directly and among all included variables 
latter variable influence environmental behaviour the 
most. Meanwhile, self-enhancement value orientation 
has an insignificant influence on general 
environmentally friendly behaviour.  
Therefore, considering to these findings, in 
order to promote environmentally friendly behaviour 
the most important element is to promote self-
transcendent value orientation, when people engage 
in environmentally friendly behaviour because they 
are following the normative goal. However, many 
authors have suggested promoting environmental 
friendly behaviour by increasing the costs of 
environmentally-harmful actions via taxes or by 
making pro-environmental actions fun or convenient 
(e.g., by increasing the availability of trash cans), or 
by making environmentally-harmful options less 
pleasurable (e.g., by implementing speed humps) 
(Bolderdijk, Lehman, Geller, 2012; Steg, Vlek, 
2009), by spreading information that environmental 
friendly behaviour is appealing and beneficial (De 
Groot & Steg, 2010; Green-Demers, Pelletier, 
Ménard, 1997; Koestner, Houlfort, Paquet, Knight, 
2001; Steg et al, 2014) and it is very suitable for 
people whose main value orientation is self-
enhancement and thus they are guided by hedonistic 
or gain goals. Meanwhile to promote 
environmentally friendly behaviour considering that 
the normative goal is the most related, is more 
difficult and requires more efforts to enhance the 
interest of the other people’s wellbeing or to spread 
information that a clean environment is humankind’s 
guarantee of welfare.  
Furthermore these results show that the 
environmental problem perception is the second most 
important determinant and that the weakest impact 
on environmentally friendly behaviour was observed 
for the assumption of responsibility. However, an 
insignificant impact of the awareness of behavioural 
consequences was observed, which means that there 
is a gap between the awareness of behavioural 
consequences and real behaviour. This gap could 
occur because of inner obstacles, such as lack of 
information and/or knowledge about the real 
behavioural impact on the environmental, abilities: 
money, time, power and ingrained habits, or outer 
obstacles, such as lack of supply, prices, social norms 
and advertising, which give an incentive to consume 
instead of choosing an environmentally friendly 
lifestyle (Gardner, Stern, 2008; Jager, 2006; Lane, 
Volume 6 | Issue 1 | June-August-2017 [(5)2: 100-108] | http://onlinejournal.org.uk/index.php/cajast/index  
Potter, 2007; Niemeyer, 2010; Ozaki, 2011; 
Vermillion, Peart, 2010; Gadenne et al, 2011, 
Lukman, 2013; Zhao, 2014; Refsgaard, Magnussen, 
2009). Nevertheless, for future research it is 
important to analyse the determinants of this gap in 
more detail.  
Therefore, resumptive suggestions for policy, 
considering that environmental problem perception is 
strongly related to environmentally friendly 
behaviour,are: (a) it is very important to provide 
more information how particular behaviour 
contributes to environmental problems; (b) it is 
necessary to change deep-rooted habits. Moreover, 
considering that Lithuanian citizens are more 
inclined to attribute responsibility for solutions of 
environmental problems to industry and 
governmental institutions than to themselves, it is 
very important to spread information that people are 
able to solve environmental problems themselves. 
Also, it should follow that governments or industry 
should also make a reasonable input, but most of the 
responsibility regarding nature should stay with the 
people themselves. 
 
Conclusion 
Analyzing the impact of values on 
environmentally friendly behaviour based on Goal 
Framing theory, it was evaluated that people with 
stronger self-transcendence value orientation, who 
are guided more by normative goals behave in a 
more environmentally friendly way. It could be 
related to the fact that they think protecting the 
environment is the right thing to do. People with 
stronger self-enhancement value orientation, who are 
guided by hedonic and gain goals, do not behave in 
order to save environmental resources, perhaps 
because it is inconvenient and unpleasant. However 
they are more incline to purchaser behaviour - buying 
environmentally friendly food and household goods, 
which can be related to fact that they can afford more 
expensive goods which enhance their status. 
Moreover, self-transcendence value orientation is 
more related to care about environmental problems 
and the assumption of responsibility, which means 
that while seeking other people’s wellbeing the same 
people are more sensitive to environmental problems 
and more responsible for their own actions.  
According to the causal model, the most 
important for environmental behaviour is self-
transcendence value orientation, environmental 
problem perception and the assumption of 
responsibility. However, it was observed that the 
awareness of behavioural consequences does not 
have a direct impact on behaviour. Therefore it is 
very important to provide more information about 
that personal behaviour contributes to the 
environmental problems and that it is necessary to 
change ingrained daily habits. Finally, it is very 
important to stress that people are able to solve a 
large part of the environmental problems themselves. 
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